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Gilsdorf; Dean D. Taddeo; Mr. P. Dupras; Mr. P. Carters 
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Dean J. Chaikelson; Mr. M. DiGrappa, Prof. G. Dewey; Prof. 
A. Broes; Prof. P.d‘Hollander; Prof. R.O. Wills; Dean, 
S. Appelbaum; Prof. C. Patterson; Dr. J.S. Daniel; Prof. 
H.B. Ripstein; Prof. J. Lightstone; Prof. M.M. Douglass; 
Prof. C.J. Giguére; Prof. S. McEvenue; Ms. C. Turgeon; 
Mr. P. Senez; Ms. L. Keays; Dr. R. Breen; Prof. J. Drysdale; 
Prof. J.H. Whitelaw; Prof. W. Byers; Prof. A. Hamalian; 
Dean A. Emery; Prof. R.T. Gordon; Dean S.G. French; Prof. 
H.S. de Romer; Prof. T. Fancott; Prof. C.L. Bertrand; Ms. 
S. Kovalchuk; Ms. S. Murray; Prof. L.W. Jankowski; Mr. 
U.P. Thomas; Prof. J. Smucker; Prof. T. Arbuckle-Maag. 


ABSENT WITH REGRETS: Prof. P. Albert; Dr. P.E.Filion; 
Dr. M. Singer; Dean R. Roy; Prof. 
F. McLeod; Mr. D. Pappadia. 

Call to Order 

84-2-1 The meeting was called to order at 2:05 p.m. 

The Chairman advised that the first items would be dealt 

with in "Closed Session” and he asked those in attendance 

who were not involved in the item concerning Honorary Degrees, 

or were not members of Senate, to leave the meeting. 

CLOSED SESSION 

Honorary Degrees - Spring Convocation ~ 1984 


84-2-2 


Report from the Vice-Rector, Administration and Finance 
82-4-3 
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84-2-5 


84-2-6 


84-2-7 


OPEN SESSION 


Approval of Minutes 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN TADDEO, SECONDED BY MR. LONGPRE, THAT THE 
MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETING OF FEBRUARY 17, 1984 BE APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Question Period 


In response to a number of questions concerning the actual signing 
of the arbitration document, it was stated that there were matters 
which were before the Labour Court which should properly be dis- 
cussed in that forum and there were academic matters which should 
properly be discussed before Senate; that one was very uncomfort- 
able with this situation whereby questions were being raised at 
Senate with respect to the arbitration process and particularly 

if such questions were being raised by a member of the Government 
appointed Arbitration Panel; and that throughout this process the 
University's interpretation of the status of the Arbitration Panel 
has been that it was a Panel appointed by the Minister which has 

a certain independence from the parties concerned, who, having 
been named by each of the parties, were there to do a job and were 
not controlled on a day to day basis by the parties which have 
named them. 


In response to a charge that the delay in finalizing the arbitration 
document was increasingly causing a decrease in the morale among 
faculty members, which the administration should be aware of, 

it was argued that the decision of the Arbitrator, whether the 
interim or final decision, has complete weight with his signature 

on it, and it was neither here nor there whether or not the signa- 
tures of the other two members of the Panel were on it, insofar 

as the executive nature of that decision was concerned. 


During continued discussion it was emphasized that the initial 
intervention on this issue was simply that it had been pointed 
out that there was a decision, that that decision would be useful 
to the University, and that it would have more strength if all 
parties signed it. 


In response to a student concern over the fact that the course 


timetable for next year, which was being used for pre-registration 
did not contain the names of professors, the Registrar advised 
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that information which he had received from the departments, in 
making timetable submissions, indicated that they were not able 
to supply the names of professors because the course loads for 
next year, were not known. 


In response to a concern which was voiced over a decline in faculty 
morale which allegedly was being caused by a delay in implementa- 
tion of the arbitration decision, it was stated by a member of 
Senate that as a faculty member, she personally has not suffered 

a lack of morale during the past three years, nor was she about 

to suffer a lack of morale, even if there is a decision that faculty 
members will receive nothing as a result of arbitration, and she 
wondered where other members of Senate who were raising this issue, 
had received the right to speak on behalf of all the faculty, con- 
cerning the question of morale. She argued that it was ridiculous 
to imply that faculty members, and their devotion to what they 

are doing, their commitment to their jobs, etc., depended on the 
administration delaying the procedure or holding back 3 to 6 percent 
of the salary settlement. At the same time, however, the question 
of faculty morale and the manner in which it was being raised, 
indicated that faculty do not feel motivated enough to perform 
their academic responsibilities as they should be doing, was, in 
fact, a matter for Senate and at least that aspect of the question 
should be discussed, but there should be no discussion at Senate 
on the details pertaining to the arbitration process. Moreover, 
this would indicate to faculty one way in which we could discuss 
things at Senate and what we can do otherwise, in terms of admin- 
istration, if faculty members were not happy with the results of 
arbitration, i.e., the administration was there to do a job and 

if we do not think that they were doing a competent job, there 

were other ways to handle that situation. Moreover, she stated 
that she greatly objected to the fact that the administration was 
being referred to as the University and that the faculty were some- 
how separated from that, because in her opinion the faculty and 

the students were the University and the administration was there 
to manage competently that procedure; that if there were any doubts 
about the administration, something should be done about that, 

but it should be completely separate from the salary issue, or 
percentage increase, etc., and should not be discussed in that 
context. Finally, she stated again that as a faculty member, she 
took great exception to the fact that there was a lack of morale; 
that neither she nor several of her colleagues that she was in 
daily contact with, have ever suffered from a lack of morale; 

that she did not know who had started such rumors; and that she 
deplored statements which have been made to that effect by indi- 
vidual faculty members on Senate. 


Returning again to the question of timetables which would be used 
for pre-registration, it was reiterated that when the Registrar 
received timetable submissions this year which did not have the 
names of full-time professors, he was told that the reason was 
that the departments did not know what the teaching load was going 
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to be under the new agreement, and were therefore unable to make 
the assignments. It was further stated that presumably that was 

a situation that relates to the transition period and did not neces- 
sarily apply to the next round of timetables. It was also recog- 
nized that this situation might well mean that the pre-registration 
period that the students were now going through, would lead to 

an extraordinarily high course change period next September. 

A concern was also voiced over situations whereby the names of 
professors are published in the pre-registration timetable but 

are subsequently changed and it was suggested that students who 
have pre-registered for such courses,should be notified of any 
professorial change prior to the beginning of classes in September. 


Reports from Councils, etc. 


It was reported that Concordia has received final approval from 
the Conseil des universités for the Ph.D. Humanities programme and 
that the programme, which has had a conditional status for the last 
10 years, has now been cleared and the conditional status removed. 
Also, the Master of Engineering (Mechanical), Aeronautical Option, 
which was passed by Senate last May, has now been approved and 
although the proposal had been sent through as a no-cost programme, 
the University actually ended up with a small amount of funding. 


Senate was informed that finally, after 7 years, the Conseil des 
universités has approved the Ph.D. programme in Computer Science, 
although it was not known whether that decision had, as yet, been 
officially announced, and the hope was expressed that the Department 
of Education, in notifying the University of that approval, would 
also provide additional funding for the programme. Senate was 

also advised that on a recent visit to the Concordia Centre for 
Building Studies, Gilbert Paquette, Quebec Minister of Science 

and Technology, had announced a 2 million dollar plan for a research 
building centre. Details of the plan were as yet not known, but 

the hope was expressed that it would be approved by the Treasury 
Board with minimal conditions, so that the money would be made 
available in the shortest time possible. 


Appointments to the Selection Committee 


for Distinguished Teaching Awards 


The Chairman drew Senate's attention to the listof nominations 
(document US-84-2-D2), to the Selection Committee for Distinguished 
Teaching Awards which, he advised, were being proposed by the Steer- 
ing Committee, in accordance with the document attached to the 


list. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. DANIEL, SECONDED BY DEAN EMERY, THAT THE NOMIN- 
ATIONS TO THE SELECTION COMMITTEE FOR DISTINGUISHED TEACHING AWARDS, 
(DOCUMENT US-84-2-D2), BE APPROVED. 
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In response to a question concerning the possibility of a situa- 
tion arising whereby members of the Selection Committee might them-~ 
selves be nominated for an Award, Senate was advised that there 

was nothing which would prevent the Selection Committee from coping 
with that situation, if it should arise. 


THE MOTION WAS CARRIED. 


84-2-13 In response to a question concerning other activities which were 
being planned for the tenth anniversary celebrations, Dr. Daniel 
advised that while a picture was emerging, there were fewer details 
at the moment than one might like, and he would prefer to perhaps 
be prepared to address the question in detail at the next meeting, 
with possibly a supporting document, rather than to do so now, 
particularly in view of the heavy agenda which Senate was facing 
this afternoon. 


Administrative Reorganization 


Graduate Studies and Research 


84-2-14 The Chairman drew Senate's attention to document US-84-2-D3, the 
first page of which contained a three part resolution which had 
been drafted by the Steering Committee in an attempt to provide 
a basis for discussion at Senate. He explained that the points 
raised in the resolution, appeared to the Steering Committee, to 
be the points which tended to come out of the various documents 
which had been submitted by Faculty Councils and the Board of Graduate 
Studies. He suggested that first there should be a general discus- 
sion on the matter, followed by a consideration of any decision which 
Senate might wish to make on a resolution directed towards the Board 
of Governors. 


In response to a question as to whether Steering Committee intended 
that point 1. of the resolution should be interpreted to mean that 
there would be a Vice-Rector, Research, independent of a Vice-Rector, 
Academic, i.e., that a new vice-rectorship would be established, the 
Chairman advised that the Steering Committee had not discussed the 
issue from quite that angle; rather, it was his impression, from the 
discussion that took place, that the position referred to would be 

a separate and new Vice-Rector. 


It was stated that in 1981, there were 4 Vice-Rectors at Concordia 
and it was decided that with the end of term of the Vice-Rector, and 
Principal, Loyola Campus, the number of Vice-Rectors would be cut 
from 4 to 3; that at that time, there was a strong movement among 
students and others, to establish a position of Vice-Rector for 
Student Services, but it was decided instead that the Vice-Rector, 
Academic, Arts and Science, would handle that function; that 

the Fahey Report recommended that there should be a Vice-Rector, 
Student Services; and that there has also been discussion on 

the question of establishing a Vice-Rector, Human Resources. The 
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point was that there were many possibilities vis-a-vis the number 

of Vice-Rectors that we could end up with, all of which would event- 
ually have to be decided upon by the Board of Governors. It was 
further stated that one would prefer not to vote on point 1. of 

the resolution at this time, because a search committee for Vice- 
Rector, Academic, would be established in the near future, which 
might result in an individual being selected from the bio-techno- 
logical area, the engineering area, or the computer science area, 
etc., who has a proven track record with respect to external funding, 
and if that should happen, we might well prefer to have that Vice- 
Rector also in charge of research, with an Associate Vice-Rector 

who would do much of the leg work; that in that respect, adopting 
point 1. of the resolution at this time, might make it extremely 
difficult in the future search process; and that that it would 

be much better for the University if we had one person to take 

care of the academic process, including research. 


During continued discussion it was argued that the submissions 

from Faculty Councils, etc., make it abundantly clear that this 
University needs, at a vice-rectoral level, a strong representative 
in the area of research; that we need someone to lobby outside 

the University for research funding; that we need to have strong 
University input on the formulation of Government research policies, 
both at the Federal and Provincial levels; that we need someone 

in this area, particularly given the increasing complexity of 

the funding of research both in the university sector and elsewhere; 
that whether or not it eventually turns out that the responsibili- 
ties for research are combined with those of the Vice-Rector, 
Academic, it must be recognized that the individual involved will 
have to spend a lot of time outside the University; that on the 
other hand, a Vice-Rector, Academic, must spend a large portion 

of his or her time dealing with matters internal to the University; 
that the Faculty Council debates indicate that the feeling is 

that it is not possible for a single individual to carry out both 
responsibilities; and that the Faculty Councils and BGS, have all 
come forward in support of what was proposed in point 1. of the 
resolution from the Steering Committee, (document US-84-2-D3). 


Other issues were raised and responded to during continued discus- 
sion, concerning the personality, background, training, etc., 

that an individual would have to have, in order to successfully 
function as a Vice-Rector, Research; criteria for determining 
priorities vis-a-vis ongoing and future research at the University, 
and the social responsibility in connection with that; the possi- 
bility of the involvement in the issue of social responsibility 
being included as part of the job description of the Vice-Rector, 
Research; the question of ethics in research vis-a-vis research 
funding; the actual costs to the University in relation to the 
amount of external research funding received; and the pros and 
cons of placing the responsibility for research at the associate 
vice-rectoral versus the vice-rectoral administrative level in 

the University. 
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The Chairman reminded Senate that the question which had originally 
been put to the University community, had to do with a proposal 

to create an Associate Vice-Rector, Research, in combination with 
the role of Dean of Graduate Studies. That proposal very quickly 
was transferred into a discussion on the desirability of having 

a Vice-Rector, Research, which issue has been discussed in various 
places in the University, throughout the course of the current 
academic year. The question now before Senate was to decide whether 
Senate has any particular point of view that it wishes to put 

to the Board of Governors on this issue. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN FRENCH, SECONDED BY DEAN APPELBAUM, THAT 
SENATE RECOMMEND TO THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS THAT THE POSITION OF 
VICE-RECTOR, RESEARCH, BE CREATED, FOR THE REASONS GIVEN IN THE 
ACCOMPANYING DOCUMENT, (DOCUMENT US-84-2-D3). 


With respect to the question of ethics in research, it was stated 
that the existing Research Ethics Committee only concerrsgitself 
with research done on humans, but it was argued that all research, 
in fact, in one way or another, concerns human beings, and in 
that respect, the standards set by the Ethics Committee, were 
much too narrow. Cited as an example was the use of micro-waves 
which, in large doses, were known to cause eye cataracts and in 
that sense should be considered as an ethical issue and be looked 
into by the Ethics Committee. Consequently, it was suggested 
that the ethical responsibilities of the individual in charge 

of research, whether the position was at the vice-rectoral or 
associate vice-rectoral level, could be lessened by extending 

or broadening the mandate of the existing Ethics Committee, and 
that this should be looked into by the Steering Committee. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. LIGHTSTONE, SECONDED BY DEAN APPELBAUM, 

THAT SENATE RECOMMEND TO THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS THAT THE RESPONSI- 
BILITIES FOR GRADUATE STUDIES FALL WITHIN THE PURVIEW OF THE VICE- 
RECTOR, RESEARCH, (ITEM 2., PAGE 1, DOCUMENT US-84-2-D3). 


It was stated that it was essential that the Vice-Rector, Research, 
would have to devote much of his or her time making representations 
at the level of Government, both Federal and Provincial, at NSERC, 
the industrial side of research, etc., bringing into fore the 

kind of policies that the Government should be pursuing, and inforn- 
ing them of what they could get from faculty members with national 
and international reputations, and it was argued that if that 

was going to be the case, the Vice-Rector, Research, would have 

no time to be pursuing the day to day affairs of programmes at 

the Graduate level. It was further argued that if Senate were 

to adopt the resolution on the floor, it would be saying in effect, 
that the Vice-Rector, Academic, was an undergraduate Vice-Rector, 
Academic and that there should be a Graduate Vice-Rector, Academic; 
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that if that was the feeling of Senate, we should not use the term 
Vice-Rector, Research, but rather we should use the titles Vice- 
Rector, Undergraduate and Vice-Rector, Graduate; that if Senators 
believed that research and Graduate Studies go hand in hand, the 

Dean of Graduate Studies should be responsible to both the Vice- 
Rector, Research and the Vice-Rector, Academic, the one with respect 

to the research aspects and the other concerning the progr ammes;and that 
to divorce the graduate work from the undergraduate work would result 
in two different sets of research policies at Concordia. 


It was pointed out that the Steering Committee, in formulating the 
resolution now on the floor, had based it on a statement in the docu- 
ment submitted by the Engineering and Computer Science Faculty Council, 
that "a vice-rector whose primary mandate is research and graduate 
studies would have the time to articulate the needs of the research 
community, and again would be better placed to promote these internally". 
It was also stated that clearly there was a problem with graduate 
studies and that somehow there was going to have to be a shared port- 
folio with respect to that; that, on the one hand, there has to be 

an intimate relationship between research and graduate studies, be- 
cause it was research money that in many instances was paying for 

our graduate programmes; that on the other hand, the academic opera- 
tion could not simply be limited to an undergraduate operation; and 
that while there would be a graduate studies operation attached to 

the position of Vice-Rector, Research, somehow or other, a part of 

that operation would also have to be under the purview of the Vice- 
Rector, Academic. 


It was stated that the resolution on the floor was not based solely 
on the statement in the Engineering and Computer Science Faculty 
Council's document, i.e., two other Faculty Councils had also made 
similar proposals with respect to Graduate Studies and Research; 

that taken in conjunction with the third resolution, that “there 

be a Dean of Graduate Studies reporting to the Vice-Rector, Research", 
we would have a very serious problem indeed, in the sense that the 
Faculty Deans would no longer be responsible for graduate studies; 
that administratively one would prefer to have the Graduate Office 
which was well organized and functions extremely well, remain in 
existance, but reporting to a vice-rector, rather than to a dean, 

and with the responsibility for graduate studies remaining totally 

in the hands of the Deans of the various Faculties. With respect 

to an earlier question concerning the characteristics of the individual 
who would be appointed to the position of Vice-Rector, Research, 

it was argued that it would be disastrous for the University, if 

that individual was not forced to be, by virtue of his or her office, 
an academic who has done research and understands what research is 
all about; and that the best way of assuring that, was to have that 
individual responsible for graduate studies, in a direct way, and 
therefore chosen because of his or her competence in graduate studies. 
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It was stated that one disagreed with the comment that having a Dean 

of Graduate Studies takes authority away from the Faculty Deans, 

with respect to graduate affairs, it being argued that we now have 

a Dean of Graduate Studies and the Deans still have authority over 
graduate affairs in their individual Faculties, and, in fact the 
Faculty Deans were very touchy insofar as that issue was concerned. 

It was further argued that the Dean of Graduate Studies plays a lot 
more of a coordinator or bringing together role with respect to graduate 
studies, and he should provide that special link with research, if 

he wasn't already doing so under his current mandate; that the Dean 

of Graduate Studies should not report to the Vice-Rector, Research, 
since he was in fact working with the other Deans involved with aca- 
demia; that the word "Studies" in the title - Dean of Graduate Studies, 
implies an academic role; that the Dean of Graduate Studies, under 

the Vice-Rector, Academic, would provide the perfect link and connection 
with the Vice-Rector, Research; and that the Dean of Graduate Studies 
was primarily an academic and should remain under the academic port- 
folio. 


It was argued that under the new administrative structures, the Faculty 
Deans, who will be reporting to the Vice-Rector, Academic, would 
obviously have to relate to the Vice-Rector, Research; that if the 
Faculty Deans were going to be reporting to the Vice-Rector, Academic, 
and were going to relate to the Vice-Rector, Research, insofar as 
research was concerned, there was no reason why the Dean of Graduate 
Studies could not be reporting to the Vice-Rector, Academic, with 
respect to the academic programmes and at the same time, relate to 
the Vice-Rector, Research, with respect to research matters; and 

that the Faculty Deans will have an individual that they will be 
officially reporting to, i.e., the Vice-Rector, Academic, and at 

the same time they will be interacting with the Vice-Rector, Research, 
for research purposes, and it should be no different insofar as the 
Dean of Graduate Studies was concerned. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS NOT CARRIED. 


84-2-17 IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN SWAMY, SECONDED BY PROF. GORDON, THAT SENATE 
RECOMMEND TO THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS, THAT THERE CONTINUE TO BE A 
DEAN OF GRADUATE STUDIES, REPORTING TO THE VICE-RECTOR, ACADEMIC. 


In response to a question, it was explained that at the moment the 
Deans of the various Faculties report to the Vice-Rector, Academic 
and at the same time they will be interacting with the Vice-Rector, 
Research for purposes of research planning for their respective Fac- 
ulties and the Institution as a whole, and it was argued that there 
was no reason why the Dean of Graduate Studies could not play the 
same kind of role with respect to the Vice-Rector, Research. On 

the other hand, if the reporting structure for the Faculty Deans 

was going to change at some time in the future, at that time we could 
consider the possibility of also changing the reporting structure 
for the Dean of Graduate Studies. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 
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Organization of Arts and Science 


The Chairman drew Senate's attention to the Report from Dr. R. Breen, 
Vice-Rector, Academic, concerning the reorganization of the Faculty 
of Arts and Science, (document US-84-2-D5), and the submissions from 
the Commerce and Administration Faculty Council (document US-84-2-D6), 
and the Engineering and Computer Science Faculty Council, (document 
US-84-2-D7). 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. JANKOWSKI, SECONDED BY PROF. FANCOTT, THAT 
PROF. H. PROPPE BE GRANTED SPEAKING PRIVILEGES DURING SENATE DIS- 
CUSSION ON THIS ISSUE. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


In presenting his Report on the administrative reorganization of 

Arts and Science, Dr. Breen explained that for the past two years 
there have been ongoing debates in the Faculty Council concerning 

the whole question of new structures for the Faculty of Arts and 
Science. Ina letter dated February 9, 1982, the Rector had indicated 
to him that the Board of Governors was prepared to have, by June 

1, 1985, a single Vice-Rector, Academic, and that he (the Rector), 

was authorized to instruct the Faculty of Arts and Science to re- 
examine the senior reporting structure of the Faculty of Arts and 
Science in the light of the administrative change whereby there would 
be a single Vice-Rector, Academic. At the same time, the Committee 
on Priorities and Planning, (the Fahey Committee), was struck by 

the Rector, md the Committee's Report, which was released on September 
16, 1982, contained a recommendation that there be a change in the 
structures, so that Arts and Science would be the responsibility 

of a single Dean; that the Dean would very likely require assistance 
to coordinate the special concerns of humanities, social sciences 

and the natural sciences; that it be the task of the Dean of Arts 

and Science, in consultation with the Vice-Rector, Academic, to recom- 
mend whether the present fourfold division would be retained; and 

that since the "colleges" had already been firmly established, consid- 
eration should be given to the possibility of phasing out the job 

of the Provost, which recommendation, according to the Fahey Com- 
mittee, apparently came as a result of the Committee's consultations 
with various groups within the Faculty of Arts and Science. Dr. 

Breen stated that as Vice-Rector, he had expressed his willingness 

to visit the various departments in the Faculty, in order to discuss 
with them, not only the Report from the Fahey Committee, but also 

the letter which he had received from the Rector; that he was invited 
and in fact, took part in discussions in two-thirds of the departments 
or units in the Arts and Science Faculty; that on November 12, 1983, 
the Arts and Science Faculty Council, after lengthy debate, passed 

a resolution which stated - "the present arrangement of Divisional 
Deans in Arts and Science, i.e., the Deans of Divisions I, II, and 
III, and the Provost, be reorganized so that Arts and Science would 

be the responsibility of a single Dean"; that at a subsequent meeting, 
Council adopted the following motion - "... notwithstanding the pre- 
vious decisions made by the Arts and Science Faculty Council, Council 
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insists on being consulted on the final administrative organization 

of Arts and Science, and that in the interim, before the appointment 
of a single Dean, Council invites the submission of briefs to the 
Steering Committee on the proposed administrative organization."; 

that as part of the input, he had prepared a paper for Council, in 
order to try to focus the discussion, which was an attempt to compro- 
mise and to take care of as many viewpoints as possible; that he 

had finally recommended in his document, that there would be a Provost 
who would be the chief officer of the Faculty, that there would be 
three Vice-Provosts who would for the most part, have the responsi- 
bility for the day to day operation of each programme sector, with 
particular responsibility for personnel matters, and that it was 

also quite clear that with such a large Faculty, it would be neces- 
sary to have the authority decentralized; and that his document was 
accepted in principle by Faculty Council. Finally, he advised that 
more recently, the Council adopted some specific resolutions which 
would now be addressed by Dean Taddeo, Chairman of the Faculty Council. 


Dean Taddeo presented a step by step synopsis of the actions, deliber- 
ations and decisions taken by the Arts and Science Faculty Council, 
beginning with Council discussions on the Peat Marwick Mission Study 
Report and the Report of the Committee on Priorities and Planning 

in the Fall, 1982, and ending with the resolutions adopted by Council 
at its meeting of March 2, 1984, which were listed on pages 2 and 

3, in Dr. Breen's Report to the Rector, (document US-84-2-D5). He 
advised that the votes on those resolutions were as follows: Resolu- 
tion A. 1, 2, and 3, - 31 in favour, 1 against, 8 abstentions - Re- 
solution B. 1 - 25 in favour, 13 against, 7 abstentions; Resolution 
B.2 - 27 in favour, 5 against, 5 abstentions - Resolution B.3 ~- 27 

in favour, O against, 8 abstentions; and Resolution B.4 - 18 in 


favour, 14 against, 14 abstentions. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN TADDEO, SECONDED BY MR. RELTON, THAT SENATE, 
HAVING RECEIVED DOCUMENT US-84-2-D5 AND THE RESOLUTIONS THEREIN 
ADOPTED BY THE ARTS AND SCIENCE FACULTY COUNCIL CONCERNING THE IN- 
TERNAL RESTRUCTURING OF THE FACULTY OF ARTS AND SCIENCE, EXPRESS 
ITS SUPPORT FOR THE REPORT AND THE RESOLUTIONS ADOPTED BY THE ARTS 
AND SCIENCE FACULTY COUNCIL. 


Prof. Arbuckle-Maag advised that she had been asked to make a state- 
ment on behalf of the Chairmen, Division II, Faculty of Arts and 
Science. Before doing so however, she wished to state that she 
personally, and all the Chairmen of Division II, appreciated the 
leadership shown by Dr. Breen in writing a compromise document which 
attempted to meet the concerns which Divisions II and III had ex- 
pressed; and that she knew that he had moved from a deeply cherished 
position in order to accomodate her concerns and those of her colleagues. 
She further stated that the compromise document was accepted in 
principle; that the matter was debated at Faculty Council, and Council 
passed the motions described on pages 2 and 3, document US-84-2-D5, 
but with certain amendments incorporated into those motions; and 

that it was essentially because of that that the statement as follows, 
was being made today: 
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"The following statement on the proposed structure of Arts 
and Science is submitted to Senate by the Chairmen of Division 


II: 


‘The Chairmen of Division II accepted the compromise on the 
structure of Arts and Science contained in the documents sub- 
mitted by Vice Rector Breen to the January and February meet- 
ings of Arts and Science Faculty Council. Most of us took 

the additional step of bringing the matter to a departmental 
meeting and urging all members of our departments to agree 

to the compromise.’ However, the changes that were made at 

the March meeting of Faculty Council destroyed what was the 
essential feature of the compromise, namely the heading of 

each academic sector by a Vice-Provost who would be recognized 
as having "a decanal level of responsibility" for that sector 
both within the Faculty of Arts and Science and throughout 

the University. Because the motions passed by Arts and Science 
Faculty Council run counter to this essential feature, we cannot 
support the structure that was approved by Council and we will 
be so advising our departments.' 


It is signed by Dorothy Markiewicz - Applied Social Science; 
Muriel Armstrong - Economics; Dennis Dicks - Education; Brian 


Slack ~ Geography; Henry Habib - Political Science; Tannis Arbuckle- 


Maag - Psychology; Jack Lightstone - Religion; Taylor Buckner - 
Sociology." 


Prof. Proppe stated that he was present at the request of Dr. Roy, 
Dean, Division III, who was unable to attend this meeting; that 
while he did not have a document to present to Senate today, similar 
to the one just read, he was sure that if he had had another 24 

or 48 hours notice, he would have been able to produce one; that 

the Chairmen of Division III, had a meeting on Tuesday, March 13, 
1984, but because of a misunderstanding that this particular item 
would not be on the agenda for this meeting, they did not formulate 
such a resolution, which otherwise they probably would have; that 
nevertheless they discussed informally their attitudes and feelings 
towards the current events, the sequence of meetings that took place 
at Faculty Council, and the entire evolution of this issue; that 
while he could not really speak directly for the other Department. 
Chairmen in Division III, he would nevertheless like to report at 
least his own perception as to the thinking of the Chairmen in Divi- 
sion III;. but before doing so however, and at the risk of taxing 

the patience of Senate, he would like to rehash some of the earlier 
remarks made by Dean Taddeo. He stated that this issue first came 
to the attention of Faculty Council in November, 1982, but he wished 
to make it clear that it came up in the context of tle entire Fahey 
Committee Report, and although one could argue that there was ample 
opportunity for faculty members to debate the pros and cons of a 

one Dean model for the Arts and Science Faculty, in fact people 
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were preoccupied with the entire content of the Fahey Committee Re- 
port, and not an awful lot of consultation on this one issue took 
place at that time; that the matter came before Faculty Council 

on a particular Friday afternoon, it was debated and the motion 

was passed in less than two hours following two attempts to table 

the motion, because people felt that there wasn't sufficient input 

or information on the table to make such an important decision; 

that it was his understanding that subsequently the matter was brought 
to Senate, which referred it back to Faculty Council for further 
fleshing out; that when it came back to Council in the Fall, 1983, 

it was clear that a large number of Council members had reconsidered 
and had changed their minds, i.e., they had thought about the impli- 
cations of having a single Dean in such a large Faculty and were 

no longer prepared to support that concept, but the matter was not 
brought to a formal vote in Faculty Council because members wished 

to spare themselves the embarrassment of formally rejecting a decision 
which they had made a year earlier; that at that point a number 

of briefs were submitted to Faculty Council, from individuals, De- 
partments, and other interested parties; that while some of the 
submissions were a direct response to the call for a more detailed 
one Dean model, most of the submissions opposed the one Dean concept, 
and one or two submissions proposed compromises; that one of the 
latter submissions came from the Chairman of Division III, the cover- 
ing memorandum to which, dated November 17, 1983, stated that - 

"The Chairs in Division III have given consideration to Council's 
resolutions of last Spring and certain administrative needs that 
appear well defined to us. In an effort to respect Council's concerns 
and to meet our own, we submit the attached proposal for discussion. 
Its essential features, which we strongly urge, are two. One is 
maintenance of several full rank deans to administer parts of our 
large Faculty and to represent us on more or less even terms towards 
other Faculties. (We respond to a complaint from University of 
Toronto people, that a single dean in Arts and Science has the same 
voice in the University-wide councils as the Dean of the small School 
of Library Science). The second is a provost seen as Senior Executive 
Officer to act for Council in all matters pertaining to curriculum 
and undergraduate affairs. We suggest his authority be assured 
by naming him permanent Chair of the Council and the Faculty Execu- 
tive Committee of Deans" -; that the Chairs of Division III felt 
that this was a worthwhile proposal and that it made sense because 
it made a clear separation between the line authority of the people 
who would be continuing to make decisions about personnel, etc., 
and those who would be in charge of showing academic leadership, 
particularly at the level of undergraduate curriculum, since it 
was felt that it was precisely its undergraduate curriculum which 
makes Arts and Science such a special Faculty; that the Chairs of 
Division III believe that their document, to a large extent, formed 
the basis of the document that Dr. Breen tabled after Christmas; 
that he also wished to commend Dr. Breen for having the insight, 
i.e., for understanding that a compromise was necessary at that 
point because there was a great risk of a serious polarization and 
alienation of the faculty; that the document that was tabled at Coun- 
cil in January, 1984, was supplemntedin February by more detailed 
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job descriptions of the Provost and Vice-Provosts, both of which 
were approved in principle; that one of the principles approved 

in the first document was that the Vice-Provosts would have "decanal" 
authority, and in the second document, that on matters of personnel, 
i.e., promotion, merit, salary, etc., the Vice-Provosts would report 
directly to the Vice-Rector, Academic; that at the March meeting 

* of Council, these two principles got lost in the wording of the 
motions that were adopted, in the sense that the reporting on all 

of these matters would now have to be funnelled through the Provost, 
i.e., there was no longer any reporting directly to the Vice~-Rector, 
Academic; that his sense of the reaction of the Chairmen of Division 
III was very similar to the reaction from the Chairmen of Division 

II as presented by Prof. Arbuckle-Maag, namely that they could not 
accept the present model because they see it as a weakening of the 
entire Faculty; that one person will be making all of the decisions 
for such a large Faculty and that person's rank will only be compar- 
able to the other Faculty Deans and the other administrators in 

Arts and Science will therefore be demoted relative to the other 
Faculties; and that the Faculty as a whole will suffer, individual 
departments will suffer and individual faculty members in Arts and 
Science will suffer because the proposed model will force them to 

go through more hurdles and hoops to have a fair hearing on promo- 
tion or salary increases than their colleagues in the other Faculties, 
and in addition, it would require a re-opening of the collective agree- 
ment and more negotiations. Finally,Prof.Proppe stated that the atti- 
tude of the Chairmen in Division III,if he was reading it correctly 
was that they believe that it is possible to organize the Arts and 
Science Faculty in such a way that the quality of teaching, learning, 
and research, will be enriched, i.e., that it was possible to create 
that kind of intellectually rich environment, but that what was 

now being proposed was unacceptable; and that he has already heard 
some people talking about splitting off, i.e., a separation, and 

he believed that if this kind of a resolution was passed by Senate, 
there was going to be some serious consequences. 


Prof. Lightstone stated that as one of the Chairmen in Division 

Ii, he was a signator to the document which had been read by Prof. 
Arbuckle-Maag; that in addition to that, as Chairman of the Depart- 
ment of Religion, he already had a clear mandate from his Department, 
which, among other things, specifies that in light of the resolutions 
adopted by the Arts and Science Faculty Council at its March, 1984, 
meeting, the Department can no longer support what it had previously 
supported, i.e., Dr. Breen'’s document; that the Department has man- 
dated him to voice its opposition to the structure as outlined in 

the resolutions contained in the document now before Senate, (pages 

2 and 3, document US-84-2-D5); and that this was a unanimous Depart- 
mental decision, with no abstentions. 


Dean Taddeo stated that the concerns which have been raised by Prof- 
essors Maag, Proppe, and Lightstone, were also raised at the Arts 
and: Science Faculty Council; that in one instance an amendment had 
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been proposed to the effect that resolution A.2., page 2, document 
US-84-2-D5, be amended to include the phrase “that the Vice—Provosts 
be considered the equivalent of Deans", which was refused by the 
Chair as being a contradictory motion, and the ruling by the Chair 
was not challenged; and that moreover, an amendment had been proposed 
to resolution B.1., page 3, document US-84-2-D5, to the effect that 
the Vice-Provosts be considered as are the current Divisional Deans, 
for the day to day operations and for personnel matters, which amend- 
ment was defeated with 14 in favour, 18 against, and 8 abstentions. 


During continued discussion, it was pointed out that a number of 
Senators had left the meeting, including the representatives from 
the Faculty of Commerce and Administration; that there has been a 
two year long debate on this issue in the Arts and Science Faculty 
Council; and it was argued that to ask Senate at this point in time, 
to either reverse or change any of the decisions taken by the Arts 
and Science Faculty Council, on the basis of what was termed a “rump 
group of Senators", and to do so without having present any of the 
elements of the Arts and Science Faculty Council debate, would be 
very inappropriate.. It was further stated that this debate has been 
going on since before the merger, i.e., there was a two year debate 
on the relationships in the then existing Loyola Faculties of Arts 
and Science, prior to the merger, and we have been debating this 
issue ever since; that in each case, we have had, apropos of this 

or that particular decision, the same debate and after each debate 
the same decision is arrived at, namely that we want a united Fac- 
ulty; that that debate has now re-emerged in another form; that what 
was now before Senate was a document that represents a compromise, 
each element of which has its particular deficiencies, e.g., one 
would personally prefer to have 4 Deans in the Faculty of Arts and 
Science facing the Deans in the other Faculties, with equal repre- 
sentation at RACAA, etc.,etc., but one was prepared to sacrifice that 
good, for the purposes rather of having a really truly united Faculty 
of Arts and Science; and that one would like, with the support of 
Senate, to pass the motion now on the floor. 


It was stated that one sympathized very strongly with the long march 
of the Arts and Science Faculty Council towards reaching some kind 
of conclusion on this issue. However, the feeling was expressed 
that it was extremely important, in the case of a decision of this 
magnitude, that there be more than a simple majority position in 

the Arts and Science Faculty Council, i.e., there should be some 
kind of consensus and understanding about what exactly was going 

on. It was also stated that one was not absolutely sure that the 
Senate really had a sufficient grasp of the situation, to simply 
ratify, on the basis of a very brief debate, something which has 
gone on for two years and which obviously appears still to be in 

the process of a search for consensus; that this was a matter that 
merited further debate, that it merited an attempt to reach some 
kind: of consensus, but the Senate floor was not the place to do that; 
and that one would like to see the appearance on Senate delayed a 
little while longer, before Senators were actually asked to come 

to some kind of decision. 
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Dean Chaikelson stated that she wished to bring to the attention 

of Senate, that on this particular matter, Council does not repre- 
sent truly the wishes of the faculty members, i.e., she was not 

sure that a majority of the faculty members, if polled, would favour 
this particular administrative structure that has been approved 

and forwarded by the Faculty Council; that clearly that is not the 
case in Division II; but that she could not speak for Division III 
because she was not in direct contact with the faculty members in 
Division III. 


Senate was advised that the Education Department had taken a unani- 
mous decision to maintain the status quo, i.e., the three Deans 

and the Provost. It was also stated that adoption of the four resolu- 
tions in Section B. page 3, document US-84-2-D5, would reduce the 
bargaining power of a Faculty that should have true representation 
through the 4 dean structure that presently exists in Arts and Science; 
that those resolutions were in fact, going to add an extra admini- 
strative burden for faculty members and departments in the Faculty 

of Arts and Science, in the sense that approval of personnel Matters, 
etc., would now have to go through one more level; and that the 
proposed structure would indeed lead to a lengthening of contractual 
procedures, and result in more problems and burdens for individual 
faculty members in Arts and Science. However, it was also stated 

that there seemed to be a hidden agenda that we do not understand, 
because it is the same Faculty which a year ago voted differently, 
this year voted differently, and if we send it back to the Faculty, 
they will vote differently again, i.e., from day to day things change; 
that one would much prefer that many of the decisions be by referendum 
among faculty members, but at the same time one could not sympath- 

ize with the position that because individual faculty members are 

not happy with what was passed at Council, we should simply go back 
somewhere; that if what was being suggested was a referendum, one 
would be in favour of that; that if it was felt that Council, instead 
of taking the decisions, should go out and have a different way of 
bringing them to Council, we should be doing that; and that otherwise 
we have what we call in this University, democratic procedures, which 
may not be very representative, but nonetheless they are the structures 
with which we have lived, and therefore, perhaps what should have 

been done at the level of the Arts and Science Council, was to search 
for another way in which to provide Council with input from faculty 
members. Finally, it was argued that unless we adopt a particular 
formula which will ensure that, in sending this back to the Faculty 
Council, we will get a more representative vote at Council, there 

was no point in sending it back; and that otherwise, since there 

was a majority vote at Faculty Council, we should follow the tradi- 
tion of our democratic procedures, and take a decision at Senate. 


It was stated that not being a member of the Faculty of Arts and 
Science, one did not wish to take a position on the issue as to whether 
the administrative structure for Arts and Science should be based 

on a one, two or three dean model; that what was important, however, 
was that whatever model the Faculty of Arts and Science comes up 
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with, should be, on the surface of it, administratively workable; 
that the model now being proposed, regardless of whether the majority 
of the faculty members supports it or not, at least on paper, looked 
administratively workable, in that as set up, everything was looked 
after; that whether the proposed system works, or does not work, 

of course, depends to a large extent on whether it is accepted by 

the people who have to live with the model, i.e., the members of 

the Faculty of Arts and Science; and that Senate was now faced with 
a quandary because we have heard statements from people who presumably 
represent two of the three Divisions in Arts and Science that there 
was an almost unanimous feeling in those Divisions that they do not 
support the one dean model, but on the other hand, we have a motion 
passed by the Arts and Science Faculty Council, i.e., the democrati- 
cally elected representative body of that Faculty, stating that it 
wants a one dean model. It was further stated that the Engineering 
and Computer Science Faculty Council, when it considered the matter, 
chose not to express itself with respect to the model proposed, but 
rather on the titles of the individuals who were going to fulfill 
certain functions; and that on the assumption that the Faculty would 
be operating under a one dean model, and given that there was nowhere 
in North America where the head of a Faculty was called a Provost, 

at least insofar as the Engineering and Computer Science Faculty 
Council was aware, Council felt that it would be somewhat more illu- 
minating to the rest of the world, if the head of the Faculty of 

Arts and Science was called a dean and the other officers of the 
Faculty had titles which derived in some form from the title of dean. 


In response to concerns which had been voiced with respect to the 
preservation of democracy, it was argued that democracy simply means 
rule by majority, i.e., it does not mean 100% agreement; that 
presumably those departments, or the heads of departments which do 

not. like the model being proposed, had a choice in selecting the 
members of the Arts and Science Faculty Council; that all of the 
decisions taken by the Arts and Science Faculty Council with the 
exception of resolution B.4., were passed by a majority vote of more 
than 65%, which, by any democratic standard, was a landslide; that 
there was absolutely no ambiguity or confusion on the part of the 

Arts and Science Faculty Council, i.e., this was what the Council 
wants and the vote clearly shows this; and that notwithstanding the 
fact that there was a relatively close vote on resolution B.4., it 

was nevertheless passed and it was clear that that was the wish of 

the Faculty Council. It was further stated that one did not feel 
qualified to oppose the proposal, nor has there been any arguments - 
presented which would justify doing so, and therefore one would support 
the resolution on the floor. 


It was argued that the question of the democratic process and the 
percentage by which the various resolutions were passed in the Arts 
and Science Faculty Council, was really beside the point, because 
in all of this, the dissenting voice was so heavily concentrated 
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in two distinct Divisions of the Faculty of Arts and Science, i.e., 
the dissent was not randomly distributed, but rather, the case was 
that a large identifiable sector of disciplines within Arts and Science, 
very strongly feel that they cannot live with the present proposal; 
that the elimination of the position of Vice-Rector, Academic, Arts 
and Science, and the creation of a single Vice-Rector, Academic, 

had no direct bearing as to whether or not the Faculty of Arts and 
Science could continue to live with the status quo; and that there 
was absolutely no reason why the existing Deans and Provost in Arts 
and Science could not report to the reigning Vice-Rector, Academic, 
or that the mechanisms for unified undergraduate curriculum that 

are presently in place, and the Arts and Science Faculty Council it- 
self, could not continue to operate on an iterim basis, at least 

for 1 or 2 more years. 


In response to an earlier comment to the effect that the proposed 
model was workable, it was argued that it was precisely because of 
the fact that the compromise proposal was not workable, that the 
Chairmen of Division II had drawn up the statement which had been 
presented earlier; that under what was termed "the 7 headed monster" 
which was being proposed, the Chairmen in Arts and Science,for three 
different aspects of their activities, would have to report toa 
sectorial Vice-Provost and an Associate Vice-Provost, none of whom 
have decision making powers, i.e., the decision making powers would 
all rest with the Provost, from whom 425 faculty members would be 
trying to get decisions made; that the reporting structures were 

not clear; that the Department Chairmen, and particularly the Chair- 
men of big departments such as Psychology and Mathematics ,which com- 
bined were bigger than the Faculty of Fine Arts, could not possibly 
manage without having close contact with someone who has the author- 
ity to make the day to day decisions on behalf of their departments; 
and that the Faculty as a whole, could not manage without people 

who are familiar with what was going on in particular areas within 
the Faculty of Arts and Science, and who can represent those areas 
outside. It was further stated that sending the proposal back to 
Faculty Council, would not be fair to those people on Council who 
voted in the majority; that one would hate to have to live through 
the same debates at Senate that took place in the Arts and Science 
Faculty Council; that on the other hand, this matter was important, 
it had to come to Senate, the Chairmen of Division II had to make 

a statement today, that for the sake of the University, somebody 

has to sit down and look at the workability of the system; and that 
a system cannot be designed in a Council of 50 people, which is ex- 
actly what has happened in this instance, i.e., the proposal was 
amended, it was changed, accomodations were made here and there, 

and the end result was the "7 headed monster" now before Senate. 

It was further suggested that a natural experiment was going to occur 
in the University, i.e., that as of July 1, we were going to be oper- 
ating with a single Vice-Rector, Academic; that we should try the 
experiment of the status quo with one Vice-Rector, Academic, for 

the year, extend the terms of the current Deans in Arts and Science 
for an extra year, and that a year from now a report should be pre- 
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sented to Senate as to how this system works; and that all of this 
could be done through an executive decision, rather than having 
Senate vote on the proposal today. It was finally argued that the 
proposed system would simply not work; that we should not saddle 
ourselves with something unworkable; and that if we adopt a system 
that did not meet the kinds of concerns that have been expressed 
by the people in Divisions II and III, we would be heading towards 
a break-up of the Faculty of Arts and Science. 


Senate was advised that a two part motion concerning the proposed 
Structure in Arts and Science, was passed by the Fine Arts Faculty 
Council at its last meeting. In the first part of the motion, the 
Faculty Council was opposed to the model on the grounds that they 
were opposed to anything which might tend to perpetuate the present 
division of academic responsibility between two Vice-Rectors, Academic, 
i.e., the proposed position of Provost was viewed as being below 

the level of Vice-Rector, but above the level of Dean and in the 

end, there might be a tendency for the position to promote itself 
upwards rather than downwards, with the result that we would be back 
where we started, with two Vice-Rectors, Academic. The second part 
of the motion addressed itself to the question of the proposed title 
for the head of the Faculty of Arts and Science, i.e., Provost, and 
the Fine Arts Faculty Council was opposed to any change in the normal 
vocabulary of ranks and titles in this University. ; 


It was stated that Senate was placed in a rather difficult position 
when a discontented minority of a Faculty Council comes to Senate, 
which, in a sense, was a kind of washing of one Faculty's dirty linen 
before Senate; that nevertheless, under the circumstances, this situa- 
tion could not be avoided; and that in the end, it was good that the 
Chairmen of Divisions II and III have chosen to have their views ex- 
pressed in Senate today, even though one did not entirely agree or 
sympathize with those particular viewpoints. It was further stated 
that one would hope that in.the end, i.e., following the Senate discus- 
sion today, the whole matter would hot be referred back to the Arts and 
Science Faculty Council, because those anguished debates were not 
likely to yield any further movement towards consensus, Rather, 

one would prefer that all. parties, i.e., those who preferred one ‘model 
or another and have had some of their wishes dashed in the compromise, 
could agree to implement the model which has been adopted by the Fac- 
ulty Council at least for a 5 year period, particularly given that 
administrative appointments tended to run for a 5 year period. It 

was also stated that there were as many good reasons for doubting 

the workability of the present model which was now in place in the 
Faculty of Arts and Science, as there were for the proposed model 

now before Senate, or for that matter, any other model; that it was 
always a matter of some experimentation; and that in the end, what 

was called for was a commitment all around the table to engage in 
cooperation and collaboration to try to make something work and one 
would hope that it would be in that spirit that a 5 year experiment 

of this sort could be undertaken. ; ‘ 
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In response to a procedural question as to whether or not Senate. 

was required to take a formal vote on the matter, the Chairman advised 
that Senate was not formally required to pass, endorse, or reject 

the proposal. At the same time, however, he would feel somewhat 
uneasy if something of this status was presented directly to the 

Board of Governors without at least having passed through Senate, 
which, in terms of what has happened today, has quite clearly been 
accomplished. He further stated that ultimately it was the Board 

of Governors that would have to act on this matter; that the Board 
would in fact act on the basis of whatever information it has received, 
including the results of Senate's deliberations today; and that the 
Board would presumably act on, among other things, the recommenda- 
tion of the Rector, which, given the particular circumstances and 
timing, was more likely to be on the recommendation of the incoming 
Rector than on his own recommendation, because clearly the impact 

of this will be much more significant on the incoming Rector's term 

of office than on the remainder of his own. 


During continued discussion it was argued that the points that have 
been raised at this meeting by the Chairmen of the departments in 
Divisions II and III, had in fact been raised at the Arts and Science 
Faculty Council during the extremely lengthy debate which spanned 
quite a few months;that contrary to an earlier suggestion that the admini- 
Strative structures in Arts and Science were more important to faculty 
menbers than to students, the students in fact suffer greatly by 

the amount of time which was being wasted in constant debate in Arts 
and Science within committees without leadership; that the Faculty 

of Arts and Science would have that leadership with a single Dean 

or Provost; that there was a tremendous amount of compromise and 

give and take on all sides during the lengthy and bitter debates 

in the Faculty Council, including compromise on the part of the 
Students, e.g., the students compromised on the question of the 
continuation of the Divisions within Arts and Science, where Council 
had previously voted that when the single Dean structure was imple- 
mented, the Divisions would disappear and the students had hoped 

that in consequence, more power would be put back into the hands 

of the Chairpersons of the Departments, with, at the same time, 

more power being given to the Assistant Deans who would be working 
more closely with the Departments; that compromises on all sides 

led to the document that was now before Senate; that, in accordance 
with the powers of Senate, Senate could vote against the proposal, 
but it could not change it, i.e., Senate could only veto the proposal 
and send it back to the Faculty Council for another round of bitter 
debate; and that the Arts and Science Faculty Council, by a majority 
vote, reached what they believed was at least the most acceptable 
compromise to the majority of people on Council, and the most 
appropriate course of action was for Senate to vote in favour of 

the document which was now before it. 
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It was stated that there were two issues facing Senate, i.e., the 
major and substantive issue of the proposed structure itself, and 

also the question of nomenclature; and it was suggested that procedur- 
ally the issues should be voted on separately; that the proposal 
itself should be voted on first; that if the proposal is defeated, 

the matter would be ended; and that if the proposal is passed, a 
subsequent motion concerning the nomenclature could be presented 

and voted on. 


It was agreed that the procedure suggested above, be followed. 
In response to a question, it was confirmed that there was a quorum. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. LONGPRE, SECONDED BY MR. RELTON, THAT THE QUESTION 
BE PUT. . 


THE MOTION TO PUT THE QUESTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


THE MAIN MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 
(17 IN FAVOUR, 14 OPPOSED) 


The following Senators requested that their abstentions be recorded: 
Mr. U. Thomas; Prof. J.C.Giguere; Prof. A. Hamalian. 


The following Senators requested that their votes against the motion 
be recorded: 


Dean J. Chaikelson; Prof. A. Broes; Dr. J. Daniel; Prof. J. Lightstone; 
Prof. T. Arbuckle-Maag; Prof. J. Smucker; Ms. S. Murray; Prof. H. 
de Romer; Prof. T. Fancott; Dean A. Emery; Prof. L. Jankowski. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GIGUERE, SECONDED BY MR. LONGPRE, THAT GIVEN 
THAT THE HEAD OF THE FACULTY OF ARTS AND SCIENCE WILL HAVE RIGHTS 

AND RESPONSIBILITIES IDENTICAL TO THOSE OF THE DEANS OF THE OTHER 
FACULTIES, SENATE RECOMMENDS TO THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS THAT THE 

HEAD OF THE FACULTY OF ARTS AND SCIENCE BE CALLED DEAN OF THE FACULTY, 
AND THAT THIS BE REFLECTED IN THE TITLES OF OTHER FACULTY ADMINI- 
STRATORS. 


MOTION CARRIED. (19 IN FAVOUR, 7 OPPOSED) 


Adjournment 


The meeting was adjourned at 5:25 p.m. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


